We used data from the Midlife Development in the United States (MIDUS I) (N
the additive model, it contributed incremental explanatory power, and with the buffering model, it conditioned conflict-outcome relationships. Work-to-family conflict and family-towork enrichment appeared particularly salient for well-being.
Increases in dual-earner families, single parents, and families with both child-and elder-care responsibilities have spurred research on the work-family interface in the past 30 years. How employees manage work and family roles has major implications for well-being, job performance, and family functioning. Difficulty managing these key social roles can be a major stressor, affecting role-related outcomes as well as overall health and well-being (Frone, 2003) .
The dominant assumption in the workfamily literature has been-and largely still is-that these spheres of life are separate and compete for such scarce resources as time and attention (Barnett, 1998) . The original focus on conflict still characterizes the work-family literature more than 20 years after Greenhaus and Beutell's (1985) influential paper on workfamily conflict (Greenhaus & Powell, 2006) . Growing evidence of work-family synergy (e.g., Bailyn, 1993) and salutary effects of multiple-role involvement (e.g., Barnett & Hyde, 2001; Marks & MacDermid, 1996) , however, has challenged the conflict assumption. Workfamily scholars (e.g., Greenhaus & Parasuraman, 1999; Grzywacz & Marks, 2000) have called for greater attention to the flipside of work-family conflict: work-family enrichment, or ''the extent to which experiences in one role improve the quality of life in the other role'' (Greenhaus & Powell, p. 73) . Greenhaus and Beutell (1985) defined workfamily conflict as bidirectional, so the term, used generically, includes both work-to-family conflict and family-to-work conflict. Each direction of influence is assumed to have different antecedents and, in some cases, different consequences (Frone, Russell, & Cooper, 1992; Gutek, Searle, & Klepa, 1991) . For example, long work hours may predict workto-family conflict, whereas heavy elder-care demands may predict family-to-work conflict. Each type of conflict is assumed to predict rolerelated outcomes in the same domain, whereas both types of conflict may predict general mental and physical health (Frone, 2003) . Thus, family-to-work conflict may predict poor job performance, work-to-family conflict may predict poor family relationships, and both forms of conflict may predict lower well-being.
Compared to work-family conflict, workfamily enrichment receives comparatively little attention and remains conceptually and empirically underdeveloped (Frone, 2003; Witt & Carlson, 2006) , although several researchers have recently begun addressing this gap (e.g., Greenhaus & Powell, 2006; Grzywacz & Bass, 2003) . As yet, there is no real consensus on terminology (Frone, 2003) , although Carlson, Kacmar, Wayne, and Grzywacz (2006) offered a useful taxonomy. We use the term work-family enrichment, defined by Carlson et al., as occurring when resources and experiences gained from one role improve role performance and quality of life in the other role. That definition best characterizes the items assessing positive aspects of the work-family interface in the data set we used for our analyses.
Work-family enrichment, like conflict, is defined as bidirectional (Greenhaus & Powell, 2006) , so, again, the generic term includes both work-to-family and family-to-work enrichment. Thus, a partner might offer a suggestion to better perform a work task, or a productive day at work might translate to more attentive interactions with family at home. The fourfold taxonomy of work-to-family and family-to-work conflict and enrichment has received empirical support in several studies (e.g., Grzywacz & Marks, 2000) .
Though much of the literature continues to conceptualize work-family balance merely as an absence of conflict (Frone, 2003) , scholars have recently begun integrating the constructs of conflict and enrichment to paint a fuller picture of the work-family interface. First, several theorists have noted that work-family conflict and enrichment are not necessarily parallel concepts; they may involve somewhat different underlying processes and predict somewhat different outcomes (Frone, 2003; Witt & Carlson, 2006) . Second, as noted above, some researchers are now incorporating positive aspects of the workfamily interface into their models, and a few have gone further, specifying how the positive and negative aspects of the interface might combine to produce outcomes. For example, Greenhaus and Powell (2006) speculated that beyond having main effects, enrichment could buffer people from the negative consequences of workfamily conflict. Still, most research in this area only tests a simple additive relationship, with conflict and enrichment modeled as independent predictors. Yet such additive models are only one of several possible ways to conceptualize the work-family interface.
In one of the only studies to compare different theoretically derived models of the work-family interface, Grzywacz and Bass (2003) used data from Wave 1 of the National Survey of Midlife Development in the United States (MIDUS I) to examine alternative ways of combining conflict and enrichment to predict dichotomous mental disorder outcomes. The theoretical framework was based on family resilience theory (e.g., Patterson, 2002) , which elucidates the processes by which a family's resources or capabilities allow it to thrive in the face of risk. Resources (operationalized as enrichment) may allow families to evaluate demands (operationalized as conflict) as nonthreatening, not requiring further attention. This is termed an elimination strategy because resources allow what might be a potential threat to be defined as a nonthreat. Operationally, this process is reflected in the independent-effects (or additive) model of conflict and enrichment most commonly reported in the literature. The buffering relationship hypothesized by Greenhaus and Powell (2006) , reflected in an interaction-effects (or buffering) model, is also an elimination strategy in which enrichment buffers negative outcomes to a greater degree under conditions of high conflict than low. For example, there may be an additive effect in which conflict could occur at home over an employee missing family activities because of work demands, but, at the same time, the job has rewards that make the employee a better companion at home. In an interactive or buffering effect, being a better companion may take on a stronger buffering role when the employee is missing more (vs. fewer) family activities.
Alternatively, enrichment may allow families to acknowledge conflict as a threat, but as one that is manageable on the basis of an evaluation of the extent to which family capabilities (enrichment) exceed those demands (conflict). This is termed an assimilation strategy because the threat is acknowledged but deemed manageable to the degree to which it can be assimilated into the family's structures and functions. For example, an employee may explicitly assess the degree to which working harder at the job to provide for family needs can override the fact that family worries and problems may be distracting on the job. The assimilation strategy focuses explicitly on the balance between resources and demands; thus, it can be operationalized as a relative-difference (or balance) model in which the predictor is enrichment minus conflict. Grzywacz and Bass (2003) found that conflict and enrichment had additive effects on depression and problem drinking but interactive effects on anxiety disorder; that is, enrichment buffered the negative relationship between conflict and anxiety. Thus, different models of the work-family interface were supported for different outcomes, but all reflected elimination, not assimilation. Grzywacz and Bass suggested that the exact processes may differ by outcome. Specifically, the authors argued that anxiety is more sensitive than depression to the absence of family resources in the face of family stress. These findings suggest that research on a greater variety of outcomes is needed to further elucidate the conditions under which conflict and enrichment have additive versus interactive or buffering effects, or whether there are outcomes for which a relative-difference or balance model provides the best fit.
To our knowledge, no other researchers have compared different models of the work-family interface. We extended the Grzywacz and Bass (2003) analysis using the same MIDUS I data set to compare the additive, interactive, and relative-difference models of conflict and enrichment as predictors of an expanded set of socioemotional well-being outcomes, including self-rated mental health, life satisfaction, affect balance (i.e., positive vs. negative mood), and, for partnered respondents, partner relationship quality. We examined different outcomes because of the implication of Grzywacz and Bass's findings that underlying processes may differ by outcome. We also explored whether their findings generalize to an interrelated set of more everyday socioemotional wellbeing outcomes beyond relatively rare mental disorders (in MIDUS I, only 3.8% -13.9% of respondents had the disorders examined by Grzywacz and Bass).
MIDUS I is particularly useful for addressing our research questions because it is a large, national data set with measures of work-family enrichment as well as conflict. Further, because it is a study of health, it contains data on a variety of well-being outcomes. (Note that the recently available MIDUS Wave 2 data do not suit our purposes well because we prefer to maximize comparability to the Grzywacz and Bass, 2003, analysis;  further, attrition and respondent retirement have reduced the eligible sample by half at Wave 2, and respondents were 10 years older and, on average, at an easier-tomanage stage in work and family life.) Consistent with Grzywacz and Bass (2003) , covariates in our analysis were age, gender, racial or ethnic minority status, education, income, partnered status (excluded for relationship quality, which was only assessed for partnered respondents), presence of young children, self-employed status, and work hours. Gender was included because work and family responsibilities are gendered (Barnett, 1998) , and well-being outcomes may differ for men and women (Shmotkin, 1990) . Work-family experiences are clearly conditioned by the presence of partners and young children and by work hours (Barnett; Kossek & Ozeki, 1998) . Finally, following Frone (2000) , age, racial or ethnic minority status, education, income, and selfemployment were included because both workfamily experiences and well-being are related to life course stage, socioeconomic factors, and employment situation (Grzywacz & Bass) .
In addition to the Grzywacz and Bass (2003) covariates, we added negative affectivity, operationalized as neuroticism, to address common-method bias (Burke, Brief, & George, 1993) . Self-report measures of predictors and outcomes may reflect a common underlying response bias, spuriously inflating relationships (Allen, Herst, Bruck, & Sutton, 2000) . Although questions remain about whether negative affectivity is best treated as a methodological nuisance variable (e.g., Burke et al.) or a dispositional variable (e.g., Grzywacz & Marks, 2000) , it is clear that it is important to control for negative affectivity in studies of the work-family interface.
METHOD

Participants
Wave 1 of MIDUS collected data in 1995 -1996 from English-speaking adults aged 25 -74 in the coterminous United States. The core sample was obtained through random digit dialing. Our analyses included employed core sample respondents who completed work-family measures (N = 2,031; 1,075 men, 956 women). Our sample was 87.6% White, 6.6% Black, and 1.3% Asian; 4.5% described themselves as multiracial or other. About one third (34.0%) had a bachelor's degree or higher. The median annual household income was $47,000. Some 23.8% of the sample, however, had a household income ≤$25,000, and 37.8% had income ≤$35,000. On average, respondents worked 44.2 hours per week (SD = 14.6). The majority (64.3%) were married or living with a partner; of those, 74.9% had employed partners working an average of 41.0 hours per week (SD = 13.4); thus, 48.2% were in dual-earner couples. Fully 44.2% had minor children at home, and 34.7% spent time each month assisting parents; some 16.8% fell into both groups and were therefore ''sandwiched'' by both elder-and child-care responsibilities.
Procedures
As noted, the sample was obtained through random digit dialing, with one household member aged 25 -74 randomly selected to respond. Older people and men were oversampled to obtain a good distribution on the cross-classification of age and gender. If the respondent did not complete the interview, no other household member was selected. Respondents completed a 30-minute telephone interview and two 45-page mailed questionnaires. The response rate was 70% for the phone interview, of whom 87% completed questionnaires for an overall response rate of 60.9%. We did not use the sample weights in our analyses because our primary goal was to explore linkages among variables in this sample; therefore, we were relatively unconcerned with the population prevalence of study variables.
Measures
Multi-item scales were scored by averaging responses to the items that were answered, so even if respondents skipped some items, they still received a score. There were very little missing data, however; skip rates ranged from 0.0% to 0.9% for most items, although up to 2.0% of partnered respondents skipped relationship quality items.
Work-to-family and family-to-work conflict and enrichment were assessed with four fouritem scales developed by the MIDUS I researchers. Items including ''Job worries or problems distract you when you are at home,'' ''Responsibilities at home reduce the effort you can devote to your job,'' ''Having a good day on your job makes you a better companion when you get home,'' and ''Talking with someone at home helps you deal with problems at work'' were rated on a scale from 1 (never) to 5 (all the time). Cronbach's αs were .82, .72, .79, and .68 for work-to-family conflict and enrichment and for family-to-work conflict and enrichment, respectively.
Respondents rated their mental or emotional health on a scale from 1 (poor) to 5 (excellent); such single-item measures have a long history in studies of health and are generally found to correlate well with longer measures and to have comparable reliability as well as concurrent and discriminant validity (e.g., DeSalvo et al., 2006) .
Respondents' satisfaction with their life overall, work situation, physical health, relationship with spouse or partner (if applicable), and relationship with children (if applicable) was rated on a scale from 0 (worst) to 10 (best) and averaged to obtain a global life satisfaction score (Prenda & Lachman, 2001 ). Cronbach's α was .64.
For affect balance, respondents rated from 1 (none of the time) to 5 (all of the time) the frequency of six types of positive affect (e.g., ''cheerful'') and six types of negative affect (e.g., ''hopeless'') over the past month. The MIDUS I researchers culled items from wellknown valid instruments, including the Bradburn (1969) Affect Balance Scale. Scores were computed by subtracting mean negative from mean positive affect. Cronbach's α was .91.
Partner relationship quality was assessed only in married or cohabiting respondents using a measure adapted by MIDUS I researchers from Schuster, Kessler, and Aseltine (1990) . Respondents rated six support items (e.g., ''How much does your spouse or partner really care about you?'') and six strain items (e.g., ''How often does your spouse or partner criticize you?'') on a scale from 1 (never) to 4 (often). Scores were computed by subtracting mean strains from mean support. Cronbach's α was .91.
Covariates
To compute age, respondent birthdate was subtracted from the interview date. Gender was coded as 1 = male and 2 = female. Racial or ethnic minority status was coded as 0 = White, 1 = other. Educational level was coded as three dichotomous variables: high school diploma or GED, some college or associate's degree, and college degree and above; the reference category was less than a high school diploma. For household income, response scales were categorical (e.g., $40,000 -$44,999), so responses were converted to the category midpoint before summing. Marital status was coded as two dichotomous variables: divorced or separated and never married or widowed; the reference category was married or cohabiting. Presence of young children (0 -6 years) and self-employed status were coded as 0 = no, 1 = yes. Total work hours was the summed average weekly work hours for all jobs. Negative affectivity was assessed via the neuroticism subscale from a longer personality measure (Lachman & Weaver, 1997) . Respondents rated how well four traits-moody, worrying, nervous, and calm (reversed)-described them on a scale from 1 (not at all) to 4 (a lot). Cronbach's α was .74.
Analytic Strategy
We first estimated a baseline set of simultaneous ordinary least squares multiple regression models predicting well-being outcomes from covariates. To test Model 1 (additive effects), we entered the four work-family interface components-work-to-family and family-towork conflict and enrichment-to the baseline model. To test Model 2 (interactive or buffering effects), we added two interaction terms, Workto-family conflict × Enrichment and Familyto-work conflict × Enrichment, to Model 1. A significant increment to R 2 for Model 2 over Model 1 would constitute evidence for buffering. Finally, to test Model 3 (relative-difference or balance effects), we added two difference score terms, work-to-family enrichment -conflict and family-to-work enrichment -conflict, to the baseline model. To evaluate the fit of Model 3, which was not nested within the other models, we compared the increment to adjusted R 2 associated with the addition of the work-family balance terms to the baseline model with the increments to adjusted R 2 associated with the addition of the work-family variables to the two competing models. Table 1 shows descriptive statistics. On average, respondents rated both kinds of enrichment as more frequent than both kinds of conflict. They rated family as enriching work more often than the reverse, whereas they rated work as conflicting with family more often than the reverse. There did not appear to be a great degree of distress in the sample, with means closer to the positive end of all four well-being measures. As expected, well-being outcomes were moderately interrelated, with correlations ranging from .25 for relationship quality and mental health to .55 for life satisfaction and affect balance (correlational results available from authors). Table 2 shows the model comparison results. For Model 1, the four work-family predictors operated in the expected direction with one exception: Work-to-family enrichment predicted significantly poorer relationship quality, but the magnitude of this beta coefficient was comparatively small. For Model 2, for all four outcomes, increment to adjusted R 2 associated with the inclusion of the interaction terms was significant, indicating that the interactive or buffering models explained a significantly greater proportion of the variance than did the corresponding additive models (Model 1). For three outcomes (mental health, life satisfaction, and affect balance), the increment to Note. N = 2, 031 (52.9% men and 47.1% women) except relationship quality, which was only assessed in partnered respondents (n = 1,414; 58.8% men and 41.2% women). W>F = work-to-family; F>W = family-to-work. R 2 appeared to be driven by buffering in the family-to-work direction; that is, the family-towork interaction term was significant, whereas the work-to-family interaction term was not. For relationship quality, both interaction terms were significant, but the beta coefficient for the family-to-work term was notably larger.
RESULTS
For Model 3, the work-to-family and familyto-work balance terms were linked to well-being outcomes in the expected direction, with one exception: For relationship quality, the workto-family balance term was not significant, as expected given the above-mentioned unexpected association between work-to-family enrichment and poorer relationship quality. As shown in Table 2 , Model 2 (interactive effects) was the best fit for all four outcomes. In terms of effect size, Cohen's d' (Cohen, 1988) for the workfamily interface components of Model 2 was 0.45 (classified as a moderate effect) for mental health, 0.92 (large effect) for life satisfaction, 0.64 (moderate effect) for affect balance, and 1.17 (very large effect) for relationship quality.
Three of these linkages appeared to be driven by buffering in the family-to-work direction, as discussed above. Thus, for this set of wellbeing outcomes, buffering was consistently supported in the family-to-work direction. Figure 1 shows the buffering effect for mental health; graphs for the other outcomes showed similar patterns. The poorest outcomes were associated with high family-to-work conflict combined with low offsetting family-to-work enrichment. In contrast, high family-to-work enrichment appeared to mitigate the negative links between family-to-work conflict and wellbeing, especially when conflict was high.
For the work-to-family direction, Model 1 (additive effects) was the most parsimonious. This conclusion is supported by a set of analyses Note. N = 2,031 (52.9% men and 47.1% women) except relationship quality, which was only assessed in partnered respondents (n = 1,414; 58.8% men and 41.2% women). W>F = work-to-family; F>W = family-to-work; W>FC = work-to-family conflict; W>FE = work-to-family enrichment; F>WC = family-to-work conflict; F>WE = family-to-work enrichment. Covariates were age, gender, minority status, educational level, household income, partnered status (excluded for relationship quality), presence of children aged 0 -6, self-employed status, work hours, and negative affectivity. Only work-family interface variables are shown in the (results available from authors) in which the family-to-work and work-to-family components of the work-family interface were separated into two sets of regression models. One set included only family-to-work components; the other included only work-to-family components. The disaggregated work-to-family analyses supported the additive model for all four outcomes, whereas the disaggregated family-towork analyses supported the interactive model for all four outcomes.
The additive models in Table 2 reveal another interesting pattern. In the work-tofamily direction, the beta coefficients for conflict exceeded those for enrichment for all outcomes; the difference was especially pronounced for life satisfaction (−.324 vs. .099) and affect balance (−.213 vs. .034). In the family-to-work direction, however, the beta coefficients for enrichment exceeded those for conflict for life satisfaction (.229 vs. −.099), affect balance (.175 vs. −.108), and relationship quality (.407 vs. −.201). Thus, for these outcomes, work-to-family conflict and familyto-work enrichment seemed especially salient in predicting well-being.
DISCUSSION
These findings challenge the traditional focus on work-family conflict in the research literature. Specifically, it is important to include measures of work-family enrichment in studies of the work-family interface because even in the simplest case, that of the additive model, our findings suggest that enrichment contributes incremental explanatory power over workfamily conflict alone. In the more complex case of the interactive model, enrichment is a key variable conditioning the strength of the links-or even whether there are links-between work-family conflict and several important socioemotional well-being indicators.
Our findings on the fit of the different models contrast somewhat with those of Grzywacz and Bass (2003) . They found that the additive model fit best for depression and problem drinking, whereas the interactive model fit best for anxiety; in all cases, the models were the same in the work-to-family and the family-towork direction. With a different set of outcomes, however, we found a strikingly consistent pattern of relationships: The additive model fit best in the work-to-family direction, whereas the interactive model fit best in the family-to-work direction. Specifically, work-to-family conflict and work-to-family enrichment contributed independently to mental health, life satisfaction, affect balance, and partner relationship quality, whereas family-to-work enrichment buffered the negative relationships linking family-towork conflict to these outcomes. The most likely explanation for these differences is that the specific processes linking conflict and enrichment to outcomes differ somewhat depending on (a) which outcomes are studied, as noted by Grzywacz and Bass, and (b) the work-to-family or family-to-work direction of influence, as suggested by our findings.
For example, as noted above, perhaps the specific resources associated with family-towork enrichment in this study (e.g., a sense of love and respect, per one MIDUS item) allow people to better withstand family-to-work conflict (e.g., distracting worries, per another MIDUS item) without poor socioemotional consequences, as shown by the relatively flat line in Figure 1 . On the other hand, when familyto-work conflict is severe enough to be linked to mental disorders, family-to-work resources may be helpful, but not to the extent that they can override the conflict-outcome link the way they may with less severe outcomes. As for the direction of influence, perhaps we do not see evidence of such buffering from work to family because the resources associated with work-tofamily enrichment in this study (e.g., specific job skills, per a MIDUS item) may not be as helpful in the family domain, at least with respect to the outcomes in this study.
In fact, the resources flowing from work to family may differ from those flowing from family to work more generally, not just in terms of the specific measures used in MIDUS. Carlson et al. (2006) explicitly suggested that ''the resources forged by one domain may be different from those initiated by another'' (p. 135). In their study, they found that work and family had some types of domain-crossing resources in common (i.e., intellectual and personal development, mood gains), but other resources were uniquely associated with work to family (i.e., psychosocial capital, or a sense of accomplishment) versus family to work (i.e., efficiency or improved focus and time management). Similarly, work and family conflicts have been categorized as based on time, energy, strain, attention, and behavior (Frone, 2003; Greenhaus & Beutell, 1985; MacDermid et al., 2000) ; it is likely that these are also differentially linked to the workto-family versus the family-to-work direction. Thus, future research would benefit from more fine-grained analyses of which specific resources and conflicts are associated with each direction of influence and precisely how the various types of resources and conflicts are linked to particular outcomes.
Our findings and those of Grzywacz and Bass (2003) supported some variety of elimination strategy, whether additive or interactive/ buffering, for all outcomes examined. It remains to be seen whether this holds true for additional outcomes. It may be that the poor showing of the assimilation strategy (reflected by the balance model) is related to the operationalization of balance as a simple difference score. It is not clear that this operationalization adequately reflects the considered weighing of conflict versus enrichment; future research might consider alternative ways of assessing whether and how people make such comparative evaluations. One fruitful avenue to pursue in this regard may be the extensive literature that grew out of Lazarus and Folkman's (1984) model of stress and coping, which emphasizes the role of cognitive appraisal of perceived demands versus perceived coping resources in the experience of stress. Nevertheless, taken together, the findings of these studies underscore the importance of modeling the work-family interface in different ways and testing comparative model fit. Future research should examine more role-related outcomes, particularly for work (e.g., job satisfaction, job performance, organizational commitment). Such research would help illuminate the boundary conditions under which different models operate, potentially shedding light on underlying processes linking work-family conflict and enrichment to outcomes.
The unexpected finding that work-to-family enrichment was associated with significantly poorer partner relationship quality in our data may reflect reverse causality, an issue plaguing much work-family research, most of which is cross-sectional. Perhaps respondents who have poor partner relationships cope at least partially by attending to alternative sources of success arising from their work lives (Barnett & Hyde, 2001 ). This possibility is supported by a closer examination of the work-to-family enrichment items, which involve work experiences helping one deal with personal and practical issues at home, making one more interesting and a better companion at home, and being useful for things one has to do at home. Longitudinal studies are needed to disentangle the direction of causality. (Unfortunately, the 10-year period separating the MIDUS waves is likely too long to expect a link between Wave 1 work-family variables and Wave 2 socioemotional well-being.)
Questions of causality are particularly vexing in the case of family relationship quality variables, for which it is especially difficult to disentangle antecedents and outcomes. Poor relationships with family members may be a source of family-to-work conflict in themselves, as well as precluding family-to-work enrichment. In addition to work-to-family conflict-and perhaps lack of work-to-family enrichment-has the potential to disrupt family relationships, underscoring the fact that work and family experiences are not only mutually interdependent but also are recursive, with repeated feedback loops over time. Again, longitudinal or diary studies conducted over time are the best methods to illuminate these questions.
A related direction for future research is to examine the family as the unit of analysis, as called for by Barnett (1998) and Frone (2003) , among others. To date, however, the work-family literature has been characterized by a focus on employees as autonomous agents rather than as members of families in which each person's work and family experiences affect those of other members, despite the fact that numerous studies provide convincing evidence for a systems approach to studying couples and families (e.g., Barling, 1984; Gareis, Barnett, & Brennan, 2003; Rook, Dooley, & Catalano, 1991) .
Like Grzywacz and Bass (2003) , we constructed each interaction term as a combination of conflict and enrichment operating in the same direction (i.e., from work to family and the reverse). Aside from our desire to conduct analyses comparable to those of Grzywacz and Bass, we believe it makes most sense to consider work-to-family evaluations together and family-to-work evaluations together. In evaluating trade-offs, as in the relative-difference model, it is likely that people consider the pros and cons of one domain at a time; for example, a job may be very time-consuming but at the same time provide great intellectual or financial rewards. We chose not to combine the two conflict terms and the two enrichment terms because that would likely reflect simple negative and positive response tendencies. Combining conflict in one direction with enrichment in the other direction warrants further consideration, however. As Grzywacz and Bass noted, if we conceive of family-to-work enrichment as a family's adaptive response to a member's work demands, it may be key to defusing workto-family conflict. This idea is certainly worth pursuing in further research, but because of the way the work-family predictors are assessed in MIDUS, we do not believe it is a fruitful avenue in this data set. Specifically, the family-to-work enrichment items in MIDUS address resources like advice, relaxation, love and respect, and feelings of provider responsibility, not adaptive family responses to work demands.
Other limitations of this study include the fact that the MIDUS sample is somewhat homogeneous and the overall response rate was just 60.9%, raising issues of selection biases and generalizability. In a less advantaged sample, the absolute levels of conflict might be higher, enrichment might be lower, and outcomes might be worse; it is not clear, however, that the relationships linking predictors to outcomes would differ. Future research with more racially and sociodemographically diverse samples should be conducted to address this question. Also, the internal consistency of the life satisfaction and family-to-work enrichment measures was somewhat low, raising the issue of our power to detect effects. Nevertheless, we found strong links between work-family predictors and life satisfaction, and family-towork enrichment appeared to be an especially salient predictor of well-being in this study, suggesting that low power was not a serious issue in our analyses. We also relied on self-report measures, which, as noted above, can spuriously inflate relationships between predictors and outcomes. We addressed this issue to some degree by partialling out one important form of response bias, negative affectivity, but, ideally, future research should include more objective measures of health and well-being (e.g., doctor visits, work absence) and reports from family members. Future research should also assess enrichment as well as conflict, test alternative models of how these combine to produce outcomes, conduct more fine-grained process analyses, use more diverse samples, and collect longitudinal or diary data, as noted above.
In conclusion, in a comparison of three models of how work-family conflict and enrichment operate to predict socioemotional well-being, we found support for an additive model in the work-to-family direction and an interactive or buffering model in the family-to-work direction. Work-to-family conflict and familyto-work enrichment appeared especially salient for socioemotional well-being, which is interesting in light of the fact that, as noted above, these were the directions of conflict (i.e., workto-family) and enrichment (i.e., family-to-work) that respondents rated as more frequent. This relative advantage for the work role is consistent with previous research reviewed by Frone (2003) , who noted that ''it appears that family has a more beneficial impact on work life than work life has on family . . . . [C]ompared to family roles, work roles encounter lower levels of cross-role interference or conflict and higher levels of cross-role facilitation'' (p. 149). The implications for employees who are trying to manage their work and family roles-or for those who would like to help them do so-are that efforts targeted at reducing work-to-family conflict and enhancing family-to-work enrichment are most likely to pay off, at least in terms of enhanced socioemotional well-being.
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